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DETAILED ACTION 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, 
including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this 
application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the 
fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn 
pursuant to 37 CFR l.n 4 . Applicant's submission filed on 
January. 13, 2004, has been entered.. 

The amendment to the claims filed on January 13, 2004, does 
not comply with the requirements of 37 CFR 1.121(c) because it 
does not contain a listing of all claims in the case along with 
a status identifier as a parenthetical expression. Amendments 
to the claims filed on or after July 30, 2003 must comply with 
37 CFR 1.121(c) which states: 

thP J?' Cla i mS - Amen dments to a- claim must be made by rewriting 
deleM ? Claim , Wlth a11 ^a^es (e.g., additions and 6Writing 
deletions) as indicated in this subsection, except when the 

chanl\ S CanCeled - E * ch amendment document that L^udes a 

or additLn n of X1Stin9 ^ Cancellat -n of an existing c^m 
or addition of a new claim, must include a complete listing of 
all claims ever presented, including the text of *n ™^h7 ^ 
withdrawn claims, in the application. tL "aim listing 9 ^ 

L^t^reoL'^lf ^ CMm ' in the -endment doc^ent will 
serve to replace all prior versions of the claims, in the 

mut T In Claim liStin 9' the atatua of every claim 

must be indicated after its claim number by using one of the 
following identifiers in a parenthetical expression: (Original) 
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(Currently amended) , (Canceled) , (Withdrawn) , (Previously 
presented) , (New) , and (Not entered) . reviously 

, . J 1} Claim ^sting. All of the claims presented in a 

claim listing shall be presented in ascending numerical oSe? 
Consecutive claims having the same status of "canceled" or «not 

!cance e Ln y tVT^ ^° ^ 8tat ~ nt ^ms " 

S 6l J d ll- The claim luting shall commence on a separate 
sheet of the amendment document and the sheet (s) thlt contain 

P-of the a a mL^t 0f *** ^ ^ — ^otner 

claims -n^^ 

presented m the claim listing, indicate a status of «currenJlv 

:r b e s * om bY ^.^^ciT th ° t xs i et b it™ir 

5^1 ? e 5° re ^ aftSr the deleted characters may be used to 
of InT/jT/' ?™ ° r fe " er -nsecutive characters, Tnf text 
of any deleted subject matter must be shown by beinc D lac»rl 

PerceLeTnV"^ 3 " ^ike-through cannot be easly 

or "withdrawal? AT ^ Vin9 St3tUS ° f "—ently --ded,- 
or withdrawn if also being amended, shall include markino= f 
a withdrawn claim is currently amended, its statusin thj claim 
listing may be identified as "withdrawn-currently amended." 

(3) When claim text in clean version is reauir^i to. 

e„° ed n P t e he dl "? ^ ^ ou ™»"* amend^h" 

1™ t alm llsti "9 in clean version, i e without 

any markings in the presentation of text. The presentation of 

^Sr r ". l0n ° £ My Clalm haVin9 the =tatS of'riginal » * 
asiertloTth^ P r r l0USly P rese "^» will constitute an 

p"o on' " ^ " 0t bee " Chan9ed rela " Ve t0 the i—Oi-t- 

presented n clean version, i.e., without any underling 

a claim. ClaU ° tOXt ShaU not bs P^sented; canceling 

claim in th» r.1 (1) ?° Cl3im tSXt Sha11 be P«sented for any 
Entered - llStln9 Wlth the Status ° f "canceled" or -not 

„n i„„, »• Cancell ation of a claim shall be effected hv 

an instructs to cancel a particular claim number. Identifying 
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™ J*? r ° f 3 Claim in the Claim listin 3 as "canceled" will 
constitute an instruction to cancel the claim. 

u- "u 5> Reinstatement of previously canceled claim. A 
addinatnf PreVi ° USl ^ Cance1 ^ may be reinstated only by 
adding the claim as a "new" claim with a new claim number 

Technically, applicant's inadvertent failure to adhere to 
Rule 121 constitutes a non- responsive amendment. Should 
applicant again fail to submit an amendment in improper form, 
the amendment will be held non- responsive . However, in the 
interest of compact prosecution, the claims will be examined. 

Claims 1-21 are pending and are examined on the merits. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

Claims 20 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description 
requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor (s), 
at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. 

Specifically, the new language in claim 20 requiring "four 
or less /?-l,6-bound glucose units" lacks support in the 
specification as filed. Note that the new matter rejection over 
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the language "essentially free" has been withdrawn in view of 
the literal support present in the specification on page 4< 
lines 9-16, as argued by applicant. 

However, the new language in claim 20 requires the glucan 
molecule to have no more than four 0-1,6-bound glucose units. ' 
This is not what is described in the specification. Rather, 
page 4, lines 9-16, of the specification describe a molecule 
wherein either most or essentially all of the short 0-1 , 6-linked 
branches of 4 glucose units or fewer have been removed. That 
is, depending on what "essentially" means, the described product 
will basically have no side chains of 4 or fewer glucose units. 
However,, the molecule described in the specification has no 
limit as to the number of 0-1,6-linked branches of more than 4 
glucose units. Thus, the new limitation in claim 20 requiring 
"four or less 0-1,6-bound glucose units" lacks support in the 
specification as filed. This is a new matter rejection. 

Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point 
out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

The recitation "essentially free" (claims 1, 7, 8, 9, 13, 
16, 21 and 22) is indefinite because it is not clear what 
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percentage of fi-i , 6-linked chains must be eliminated for a 
particular glucan to be considered essentially free of such 
chains. One of skill in the art would reasonably construe 
"essentially free" to mean none, or so few that detection would 
be unlikely. However, the specification, at page 4, lines 9-16, 
states that the enzymatic removal process only removes "most" of 
the undesired side chains. Thus, the same paragraph providing 
literal support for the terminology "essentially free" requires 
only that "most" of the undesired side chains were removed. 
Because "most" can be taken to mean "greater than 50%- f and 
because "greater than 50%" has a vastly different meaning than 
"essentially free", the metes and bounds of the claim language 
are simply not clear. Because of applicant's inconsistent use 
of the term "essentially free", a holding of indef initeness is 
clearly required. 

All of applicant's argument. regarding this ground of 
rejection has been fully considered but is not persuasive of 
error. The new matter rejection set forth in the previous 
office action has been withdrawn in view of the literal support 
in the specification for the terminology "essentially f ree . " 
However, as discussed above, the same paragraph on page 4 of the 
specification provides inconsistent meanings with respect to 
what the metes and bounds of this term are. Because the claims 
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fail to clearly delineate the claimed subject matter, the 
rejection must be maintained. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102. 
Claims 1, 4, 5, 7, 9, io, 13, 14 and 16-19 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Shiota et al (J. 
Biochem. 98:1301-1307 (1985)). 

Shiota et al disclose a process wherein the claim- 
designated polysaccharide, Saccharomyces cerevisiae /3-glucan, is 
hydrolyzed with the claim-designated enzyme. See p. 1303. 
("Enzymatic hydrolysis of the skeletal glucan was performed with 
• • • Neurospora crassa endo- (0-1-6) -glucanase . The sample 
(about 100 mg) was incubated with ... the endo- (0-1-6). - 
glucanase (2.8 U) in 2 ml of sodium acetate buffer (0.01 M, P H 
5.0) at 35 C for 24 h.") . 

It is noted that the claims have been amended to require 
the glucan to be in insoluble particulate form, and that the 
glucans are essentially free of /?-!, 6-linked chains of 4 or less 
glucose chains. As an aside note that applicant's marked-up. 
copy of claims 1 and 7 failed to indicate that the term 
"particulate" was newly inserted at line 2 of each of those 
claims. Regardless, the limitation requiring insoluble 
particles is considered to be met by Shiota based on the fact 
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that the glucan prepared by Shiota is the insoluble fraction 
obtained by alkali and acid extraction. See page 1302, right 
hand column, paragraph entitled "Preparation of Cell Wall 
Skeletal Glucan." Note specifically that this is a virtually 
identical process by which the glucan starting material is 
prepared in Example 1 of applicant's specification. 

Similarly, Shiota meets the new limitation requiring the 
glucans to be essentially free of /?-!, 6-linked chains of 4 or 
less glucose chains because Shiota contacts the identical 
material as claimed with an enzyme having an identical catalytic 
activity. By subjecting the same material as claimed to the 
same conditions, the result must necessarily be the same. The 
laws of chemistry require it. Thus Shiota anticipates the 
claimed processes and products. 

All of applicant's argument regarding this ground of 
rejection has been fully considered but is not persuasive of 
error. Applicant initially argues that the glucanase used by 
Shiota is from a different microorganism than the claimed 
glucanase. However, it is respectfully pointed out that none of 
the claims in this ground of rejection recite anything about the 
source microorganism for the enzyme. Thus, applicant is arguing 
about a limitation not present in the claims. 
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Applicant's assertion that the claimed glucan product is 
different from Shiota's glucan product is not based on any fact 
in evidence. Rather, applicant states that the products are 
different, without offering any evidentiary support whatsoever 
for that statement. Shiota contacts a starting material 
identical to the claimed starting material with an enzyme having 
a catalytic activity identical to the claimed enzyme. The 
inevitable result is that the resulting product will be the 
same . 

Moreover, to the extent that applicant urges that Shiota's 
product is not essentially free of /?-!, 6-linked chains of 4 or 
less glucose units, applicant provides no direct evidence in 
support of this assertion. Further still, in view of the fact 
that the specification requires removal of only "most" of the 
undesired side chains to have a glucan "essentially free" of 
undesired side chains ,. applicant ' s argument ignores the 
relatively broad scope of the claims. In sum, because applicant 
has failed to provide any evidence that the products are 
different, the rejection must be maintained. 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 9, 10, 13, 14 and 16-19 are rejected 
under 35 u.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Yamamoto et al 
(Agr. Biol. Chem. 38 (8) : 1493 -1500 (1974)). 
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Yamamoto discloses a process wherein yeast glucan (the 
claimed starting material) is contacted with an endo-/?-l >6 - 
glucanase (the claimed enzyme) from Rhizopus chinensis (one of 
the claimed microorganism sources for the enzyme). See, e.g., 
page 1497, Table IV; see also Fig u. Not e specifically that the 
hydrolysis was performed for 45 hours, until an apparent steady 
state was reached. Therefore, the reference is properly 
considered to describe removal of essentially all 0-1 , 6-linked 
side chains. A holding of anticipation over the cited claims is 
required. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was descrih^H -in n \ • 

under section l 22 (b ) , by^nothtr fi ed in tnf J£ tlT sllLlVT ' 
invention by the amliP^t- . united States before the 

application^ p2S by another "L' 9rmted ° n 

invention by the applicant Tor nit tnl " 6 " lted States before the 
application^ iled Ser tL treaty in^ ^ • ™ int ernational 
effects for purposes of this suh^ ? eflne ? ln s ^t 10 n 351(a) shall have the 
United States oS^ if the IntlTnlTonTl ? aPpUcation fil * d ^ the - 
States and was published unSer Artxc" 21(2 ^°\ d ^™^ the United 
language. Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English 

Claims 20 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Rorstad et al (U.S. Pat. 5,401,727) . 

Rorstad discloses the immunostimulation of fish by 
intraperitoneal injection of glucans. See, e.g., columns 7 and 
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8. It is noted that, unlike claims 20 and 21, the preferred 
glucan for immunostimulation in Rorstad is a highly branched 
product called M-glucan. See, e.g., column 5, lines l-ll. 
However, Rorstad broadly discloses that the glucans decribed 
therein include unbranched glucans (column 4, lines 48-52), as 
well as molecules having «at least one branch of glucopyranose 
units linked by beta-1,6 bonds" (column 4, lines 55-56). Thus, 
glucans suitable for use in Rorstad' s immunostimulation process 
can be unbranched or contain as few as one , 6-linked side 
chain. Rorstad' s immunostimulatory glucans can therefore be 
considered to be "essentially free" of such side chains. 
Therefore, despite the fact that Rorstad describes a different 
glucan than recited in claims 20 and 21 as being the preferred 
glucan for immunostimulation in fish, a holding of anticipation 
is clearly required. See MPEP § 2123. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shiota et al (J. Biochem. 98:1301-1307 (1985)) 
or Yamamoto et al (Agr. Biol. Chem. 38 (8) : 1493 - 1500 (1974)) in 
view of de la Cruz et al (Arch. Microbiol. 159:316-322 (1993)). 

Claims 2 and 3 limit the , 6-glucanase of claim 1 to an 
enzyme obtained from Trichoderma harzianum. As discussed 
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immediately above, both Shiota and Yamamoto anticipate claim 1. 
However, the fi-i , 6-glucanase used by Shiota and Yamamoto is from 
a different microorganism than the (3-1 , 6-glucanase recited in 
claim 3. Despite this difference, the artisan of ordinary skill 
at the time of applicant's invention would have recognized and 
reasonably expected that any /?-! , 6-glucanase, including the fi- 
1, 6-glucanase disclosed by de la Cruz, could have been used 
equivalently to the 6-glucanase used in the Shiota process. 

Thus, because the process recited in claims 2 and 3 differs from 
Shiota only in the use of a known equivalent fi-i , 6-glucanase 
enzyme, the process recited in claims 2 and 3 would have been . 
obvious at the time of applicant's invention. 

All of applicant's argument regarding this ground of 
rejection has been fully considered but is not persuasive of 
error. Applicant again asserts that the claimed combination of 
references cannot render the claimed subject matter obvious 
because the claimed product is different from that disclosed by 
Shiota et al. However, as discussed above, applicant has 
provided no evidence in support of this assertion. On the 
current record it is clear that the same starting material as 
claimed, yeast glucan, is contacted with an enzyme having the 
same catalytic activity as claimed, endo-0-1 , 6-glucanase 
activity. Thus, if there is a difference between Shiota's 
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product and the claimed product, it is due to some unclaimed 
aspect of the invention. Moreover, because one of ordinary 
skill would have considered enzymes having endo-0-1 , 6-glucanase 
activity to be interchangeably equivalent, regardless of source 
microorganism, the artisan of ordinary skill would have 
considered obvious the claimed substitution of de la Cruz's 
enzyme for Shiota's enzyme. That is, in view of Shiota's 
disclosure of the requirement for endo-,3-1 , 6-glucanase activity, 
the artisan of ordinary skill would have considered the use of 
such an enzyme obvious, regardless of source microorganism. The 
rejection must be maintained. 

Claims 1, 6 and 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable " over Shiota et al (J. Biochem. 98:1301- 
1307 (1985)) in view of Jamas (U.S. Pat. 5,028,703). 

Claims 6 and 15 limit the processes of claims 1 and 13 to 
processes wherein specific extraction steps are performed. As 
discussed above, Shiota anticipates claims 1, 13 and 14. 
However, Shiota does not disclose processes wherein the exact 
process steps recited in claims 6 and 15 are performed. Despite 
this difference, Jamas discloses that, prior to acid or 
enzymatic treatment, glucan derived from Saccharomyces 
cerevisiae can be extracted from yeast using a variety of 
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extraction techniques under a variety of conditions, including 
those employed in the process recited in claims 6 and 15. See 
e.g. Jamas at col. 6, lines 3-6. ("The digested glucan 
particles can be, if necessary, subjected to further washings 
and extraction to reduce the protein and contaminant level to 
the preferred amounts hereinbefore indicated.") Moreover, the 
claimed repetition of extraction steps is disclosed by Shiota, 
which discloses numerous repetitions of the extraction steps. 

Thus, while the exact sequence of process steps recited in 
claims 6 and 15 are not disclosed by either Shiota or Jamas, 
both of the references disclose that the claimed steps were 
conventional in the art at the time of applicant's invention. 
Thus, the artisan of ordinary skill at the time of applicant's 
invention would have deemed the process recited in claims 6 and 
15 obvious over the cited references, the claimed process being 
an optimization of the processes disclosed by 'Shiota and Jamas, 
using conventional extraction steps disclosed by those 
references . 

All of applicant's argument regarding this ground of 
rejection has been fully considered but is not persuasive of 
error. Applicant again asserts that the claimed combination of 
references cannot render the claimed subject matter obvious 
because the claimed product is different from that disclosed by 
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Shiota et al. However, as discussed above, applicant has 
provided no evidence in support of this assertion. On the 
current record it is clear that the same starting material as 
claimed, yeast glucan, is contacted with an enzyme having the 
same catalytic activity as claimed, endo-/?-l , 6-glucanase 
activity. Thus, if there is a difference between Shiota' s 
product and the claimed product, it is due to some unclaimed 
aspect of the invention. The rejection must therefore be 
maintained. 

Claims 10 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Shiota et al (J. Biochem. 98:1301-1307 
(1985)) in view of Jamas (U.S. Pat. 5,028,703), and in further 
view of Matsueda et al (GB 2 076 418). 

Claim. 11 limits the process of claim 10 to one in which 
formic acid is employed as the acid solubilizing agent. As 
discussed above, Shiota anticipates claim 10. However, Shiota 
does not disclose processes wherein formic acid is employed as 
the acid solubilizing agent. Rather, Shiota employs acetic acid 
as the solubilizing agent. Despite this difference, Jamas, 
which also discloses the use of acetic acid as a glucan 
solubilizing agent, also discloses that other acids may be 
employed as solubilizing agents. See Jamas at col. 6, line 67, 
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through col. 7, line 3. ("Acetic acid is preferred, due to its 
mild acidity, ease of handling, low toxicity, low cost and 
availability, but other acids may be used. Generally these 
acids should be mild enough to limit hydrolysis of the 0(1-3) 
linkages.") Further still, Matsueda discloses that formic acid 
can be used as a pre-enzymatic hydrolysis solubilizing agent for 
an anti-tumor glucan having a (3-1,3 glucan backbone and 0-1,6 
branch structures . 

Thus, the artisan of ordinary skill at the time of 
applicant's invention would have deemed obvious the substitution 
of the formic acid of Matsueda for the acetic acid used in the . 
Shiota process. The artisan of ordinary skill would have 
recognized from the Jamas disclosure, that acids mild enough to 
preserve the 0-1,3 glucan backbone could have been used 
equivalents , to the acetic acid used in the Shiota' process, and 
would further have recognized from the Matsueda disclosure that 
formic acid is such an acid. Thus, the artisan of ordinary 
skill at the time of applicant's invention would have considered 
the use of formic acid recited in claim 11 to have been the 
substitution of one art -recognized equivalent for another, and 
therefore obvious under § 103. 

All of applicant's argument regarding this ground of 
rejection has been fully considered but is not persuasive of 
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error. While applicant urges that the claimed enzymatic 
treatment does not solubilize the yeast glucans, it is 
respectfully pointed out that Shiota's process also results in 
an insoluble product. See page 1303, left hand column, 
disclosing that the enzyme-hydrolyzed "precipitate was washed 
with water and lyophilized" , thus clearly disclosing the 
recovery of an insoluble product. Thus, the insoluble 
particulate product recited in claims other than claims 10 and 
11 is clearly disclosed by Shiota. 

Relevant to claims 10 and 11, notably, the soluble 
. supernatant was also recovered. See page 1303. («The resulting 
supernatant was applied to a Bio-Gel P-2 column (1.5 x 150 cm 
and eluted with water.") Moreover, the product was recovered 
after combined treatment with enzyme and a pH 5.0 environment. 
See page 1303 first paragraph, left column. Claims 10 and 11 do 
not recite any specific amount of solubilizing agent. Thus 
claims 10 and 11 encompass the use of acid solubilizing agent in 
an amount which would result in pH 5.0, as disclosed in Shiota. ' 
Lastly, in view of Jamas' and Matsueda's clear disclosure of the 
desirability of solubilizing glucan with formic acid, the 
artisan of ordinary skill clearly would have been motivated to 
have used formic acid to have solubilized the glucan of Shiota. 
In sum, while applicant argues a difference between the clair 
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and the prior art, the claims are sufficiently broad so as to 
encompass processes suggested by the prior art. The rejection 
must therefore be maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102/103 

Claims 8 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as 
obvious over Shiota et al (J. Biochem. 98:1301-1307 (1985)). 

Shiota et al disclose a glucan product which appears to be 
identical to the presently claimed glucan product because the 
product results from contacting the claimed starting material, 
Saccharomyces cerevisiae glucan, with the claimed enzyme, /?-i, 6 
glucanase. Consequently, the claimed product appears to be 
anticipated by the reference. 

While it appears that the prior art product and the claimed 
product must -necessarily be identical, it is noted that the 
prior art and claimed products are prepared by processes which 
differ somewhat in their initial extraction steps. However, 
even if the reference glucan and the claimed glucan are not one 
and the same and there is, in fact, no anticipation, the. 
reference glucan would, nevertheless, have rendered the claimed 
glucan obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the claimed invention was made in view of the clearly close 
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relationship between the products as evidenced by the fact that 
they are prepared from the same starting material, and are 
therefore structurally very closely related compounds. 

Thus the claimed invention as a whole was clearly prima 
facie obvious especially in the absence of sufficient, clear, 
and convincing evidence to the contrary. 

Regarding propriety of an alternative rejection, note that 
MPEP § 706.3(e) states that : 

"Mhen the prior art discloses a product which 
reasonably appears to be either identical with or only 
slightly different than a product claimed in a 
product -by-process claim, a rejection based alternatively 
on either section 35 U.S.C. 102 or 35 U.S.C. 103 of the 

J ^V 8 a PP r °P riate - As a practical matter, the Patent 
and Trademark Office is not equipped to manufacture 
products by the myriad of processes put before it and then 
obtain prior art products and make physical comparisons 
therewith. A lesser burden of proof is required to make out 
a case of prima facie obviousness for product -by-process 
claims because of their peculiar nature than when a product 
nL5 in the conven tional fashion. In re Brown, 59 

^(C^^^ 7 ).^ 0 U972); t****—. IBo'uIpQ 

All of applicant's argument regarding this ground of 
rejection has been fully considered but is not persuasive of 
error. As discussed above, applicant has not supported the 
assertion that the product of Shiota is different than the 
claimed product by any evidence of record. It is again pointed 
out that on the current record it is clear that Shiota contacts 
a starting material identical to the claimed starting material 
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with an enzyme having a catalytic activity identical to the 
claimed enzyme. The inevitable result is that the resulting 
product will be the same. If there is some difference between 
the products, the difference must be due to some unclaimed 
aspect of. the invention. Again, applicant asserts that a 
difference between the prior art product and the claimed product 
exists, but applicant does not state what that difference is, 
nor does applicant actually demonstrate a difference using 
actual facts. The rejection must ' therefore be maintained 

No claims are allowed. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Francisco 
C Prats whose telephone number is 571-272-0921. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, with alternate 
Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Michael G Wityshyn can 
be reached on 571-272-0926. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 
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